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1.0 IhTRODUCTIOS 

PRC Environmental Mana_~:men!, Inc. (PRC) p r e p &  this report for Lie V.S. Environmentd 

P:otec;ion Agency (EPX) under c o n m a  number 68-\i~9-0&39 ( T c h n i c d  Enforcement Support VES) 

I?), work wsignment number C08056. Tnis report documents PRC's findings upon review of the 

field activities, risk zsessment (RA) vsirmptions m d  ai; modsting protocol memoranda. Tnese RA 

2nd air modeling memoranda actually consisted of four separate memoranda. 1 nese memoranda are 

the construction-relard information dated January 8, 1993; Fugitive Dust Moazling Protocols d 2 t d  

January 16, 1993; Fugitive Dust Modeling Analysis, dated January 16, 1993; and the RA protocols 

dared January 16, 1993. PRC reviewed all five of these memoranda. PRC also reviewed the cities' 

decision to use rneLeorologicai data from Stapleton Airport raiher &an the Arvada o r  the Rocky Flats 

Plant (WP) data. Both general a d  speciilc technical review comrnenrs have been genmrt td  from 

this review. For  clarity, the comnentj  have been subdiv idd  by the memoranda tide beiow. In  

c 

. c  

2.0 FIELD ACTIT'ITIES REPORT 



m; preser,: 2n acccr2:e p i c x r e  o f  tnt s e d i m n s  in 

must be re-done before tFe a 3 2  wiil be zcce?tzbie 

3 .O CONSTRUCTIOS-RELATED IhTORll ATIOS 

GENERAL COhl;\lE>TS 

1. Tkis memorandum does not stat2 wherher the calculated concentiation estimaterl dust 

generation figures include dust suppression facrors. Tnis infoination should be clearly s t a t 4  

in the repon. 

2. Only one of the sources of information list4 in i.his memoranda are provided. All h e  

applizable reference marerial mnd s o u i c s  should be l i s t d .  Until &is information is p r o v i a d ,  
it is dii;lculr to review 2nd verify t h p  conclusions reached in the mernoranda. Upon receipt of 

additional infoimation, PRC wiil be able to conduct a more inorougn review of the 

i;;smoranaa. 

4.0 FGGITIJ'F, DUST 31ODELISG PROTOCOLS 

GEh-ERAL CO>I>lEhT 

1. 

5.1 

1. 
.. 



5.2 SPECIFIC COhI;\IEhTS 

1. Pace A ,  P a r z ~ r z ~ h  1. Tne rex: Si;itPS. "...the air c o n c s r a r i o n s  and S U ~ ~ C E  aeposiLion 

will be evaluated ;if 10 to 20 senshivs offsire rcceyors ."  Tho- iocxion of t+ese proposed 

sensitive off-sire receprors or thc critsria used to jtle~: then: should be clearly s t x d .  

Receptor location is a critical parameter for mode!d  resuits 2nd should bz evaluated. 

6.0 RISK XSSESShIEhT PROTOCOLS 

6.1 GENERAL COhfhlEhTS 

1. Tne S t m d l q  Lake Diversion PiOjeci is a Supersnd sire 2nd the risk a e s s m e n t  must be 

c o n d u c r d  according to Cornprzhensive Environmen:al Response and Compensation Liabiiiry 

kc: (CEXCL.4) reptar ions 2nd EPA guidelines. RA guid~lines can b? found in Risk 

Ass2ssnent Guid-znce for Superfund (RAGS), \ ' G i W X  I ,  Par, A. 



6.1 SPECIRC COhlhIEATS 

1. P t o e  I .  First Paraormh. The text stxes, "The SLDP risk assessment is concerned with 

incremenrd risks associated with construction aciivities. Tnat  is, it is not 2n objective of th? 
SLDP risk assessment to determine the risks due to the exisring backsround conditions." 

These sratenents are unclear. First, bzckground chemicals are oniy represented by inorgznic 

compounds. If organic compounds are derecred in "background samples", this indicates the 

background area has been 2fkcr& by man and therefore cannot represent background. Also, 

background risks should not be subt rzcxi  from esrinzred risk for a parijcuiar chemical. 

Ties?' points should be clar i i ld .  

- 2.  Pa?. 2.  Second Pxzzrzoh.  ine text s i x a  that ai 2coiogic~I risk assessmenr will nor b? 

conducrd.  This  is not acceptable. An ecolozical risk zssessmen; for Supefind sires must be 

conduued under CERCLX r eF l i t i ons .  



- " .  < ??,?e 5 ,  La: ?.rzc.rz?h. 

resultin; from cusi gene:a:io;. md by topsoil wil! 'tc d c c r n h e d  for each rscepro: locxion by 

z s s m i n g  ha :  :he dus: consisr; of surfx: soii (or sediment if a p r o p r i x e )  with <ne same 

conraminax concentrzrions 

Houever ,  neit5er this memormda nor ine IWO fugitive dust memoranda desc ibe  how the 

resulrs o f  the hJgitive dust model (FDhI) and the si-mpling data will be cornbind  IO determine 

the contminanr  concentration of panicies re iesed  to h e  air during construction. T i e  

equations used to calculate these vwiables musL be provided. As currently wricren it appexs  

that the FDM and the RA ar2 rwo separare effom. 

1 nis ;1xz::zpn ~12;ts c:zt zirjorne c o n t z a i n s r ~  :oncentrations 

;he ciosesr surfzce soil ZonFosjre or sdirnenr  sample. 



8. P2ae 8. First Paraaranh. ? h e  tzxr s:ates h a t  a range o f  risk resalts for residenrial locations 

around the canal cons:ruction area will be provided. 11 does not describe how risks for 

residences surrounding the haul roads will be calcularzd o r  USessed. Residences nezr the haul 

roads will be afiecreri by dust from the haul roads and soil being transported in the rrucks. 

Risks for these residences should be addressed. 

9. Prce 8. Second Parzgraoh. Tne intent of this parzgrzph is should be c l z i f i d ,  paxicularly 

regarding the sisniilcant deposition of contaminants. The paragraph srates ha1 “deposition 

wii! be considered signifkant if ir resc]:s in average surizce soil concentrarjons th2r arc 20% 

higher than curren: average contaninant concenrrarions in su:fzce soiis in the 2re3”. As soil 

S-JIIP~CS are not being collected from residences, i: will noi be possible to determine if 2 20- 

percent incxsst :  in contzminanr ConcenirZtion ha occurred. Additionally, the, use of 20 

percent as ;? cut-of zppears to be 2rbi::try and should be explained. Quanrimive cvaluzrion 

of h e  risk should be c 3 i c u l a ~ d  for all residmrizl receptors b a d  on node!& concexnt ions.  

1 ne  use of a non-EP.4-approved benchnz:k ieve! is not acceprab!e. - 

.. . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . .  -~ . . . . . . . . .  . ~ . .~ ~ - .  . . ~ 

. ~ -  _ _  
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7.0 ;\iFTEOROLOGIC=IL S T X T I O S  DETERhIISXTIOS 

Lastly, PRC was asked to comment on CH,I\I Hill's Gecision fO not use eirfier h e  Amadz or 

E? mecmroIogiczl data. The rationde for t!is decision w2s stxed in rhe cities rrznsmittzl lzcrer and 

supporcing memoranda dated Jvluary 8, and January 16, 1993. Comments on the letter and 

memoranda appear in rhe following paragraph and specific cornmenu. 

The January 8, 1993 memorandum s m a ,  " n e  RFP tower data appeared to be more redistic; 

however, these data are  from a height of 60 meters instesd o l  10 m e m s  preferred for tFle Fugitive 

Dust hlodei. Additionally, cerrain essential pararnecers for the model could not be calculated from the 

RFP data. Based on these potentia1 issues, we have decided not to use the meteoroiogical data from 

either Xrvada or the RFP sxrions. As an alrernztive, data from Scap1e:on Airpor, appezred to be 

more suizble  for use in the model." Even if the daia from Siapleton Airpor, are collccced ai h e  

appropriate heignt of 10 meters, it still may be less represencztive L L ~  d212 taken at RF? 21 2 height 

of 60 rne!ers. Ration.ie should be provided because h e  d e x i o n  regarding wheiher 60-rnerer, on-site 

data or IO-mete: ofi-site data js so subjective,. I n  adairion, z wrirren siarement from Ksvin BiiggS 

(CDH) ourlinjng why he agree's wit$ this decision should be i n c i u d d .  Aker rwizwing the rationzle 

for this dtcision, PRC wii1 be in 2 b m e r  posi:ion ;o 2ssess i7e txhnicz! merit of the decision. hiso, 

the memoraiicjum si.lou]d ciesrly S i Z r e  which "essen~iai p a i ~ i e : e r s "  212 EO; monitored 2: 

Flats zzaoro lo~ icd  tower.  

. .  

Rock:; 



I .  

2. %re 2. Tne  :ext s;3t2s, " I t  ha &so beon jucgd moie zpprop i ixe  IO bme 

malysis upon a single annual averz,ot concezxation for each receptor location, insread of t;?e 

hourly andysis proposed exlie:." An hourly mdysis should As0 be conducted to estimate 

acute health risk. 

ckpe:sicr. 

3. Paces 3 and 4. F o r  clarity, the emission factor equations should be individually referenced. 

Specifically, the sources for all equarions should be provided. 

A revicw of the five memoranda revealed several technical inadequacies. First, the proposed 

W. is nat being conducted according ta CERCLA guidance. Tnis guidance must be followed a the 

c o n s m c i o n  activities are being conduct& on a Superfund sire. Second, how the FDLI information 

will be incorpora[& into the RX has nor bc addressd. Lutly, the improper da:a colleciion during 

the sampling activities means thar the current data could nor be used in the FDh? or RA.  Tnerefore, 

it is impossible IO ?roc& with a RA until these issues are addressed. 
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